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IN DF.FEI\:E OF Z('HE A.CL.U. -

Aew York Cxcy

A slur against the Am’nmn Civil L)b:mu
Union in a recent editorial [“Hangmg
Together,” The Nation, Nov. 7] requires a
response. The editorial refers to *“‘a con-
troversial secret meeting” between lobbyists
for the A.C.1..U. dealing with the naraes-of-

agents legislation and representatives of

the Central Intelligence Agency. This charac-
terization of the meetiag is warranted only in
the senss that the ALC.L.U. does not publish
a calendar of its meetings with public of-
ficiels or private individuals, 2ny more than
The Nation publishes a calendar of thc
mestings held by its editors. -
_As the editerial indicates, the' A. C. .U

©opposes any legislation agaiost the naming

of z2gents. When it became virtually certain

(The Nation uses the word *‘probable,”
though this is too weaXk) that such legislation
would be adopted, the A.CL.U. worked to
narrow its reach., That involved a meeting

with representatives of the C.I.A. and 2n un~

told number of mestings with members of
Congress. Unlike others who may be
dismayed by this legis!alion, the A.C.L.U.

do=s more than wring its hands. It actually:

-lobbies. As anyone familiar with that process
‘Knows, it usually involves talking to ones
antagonists. ) ,
Labeling this a “comroversval - secret
, me:ung" and, thereby, implying that it was
furtive and discreditable is bad enough. To
make matters worse, however, the editorial
g0cs on to say that it *‘calied 1o mind the
controversy ‘that) surroundsd a meeting in

1939 of Morris. Emst, counsel’ for the . -

A.C.L.U.‘, 2nd Martin Dies, chairman of the
Houss Special Committee on Un-Americen
Activities.” That analogy is outrageous, Itis

pot certain what transpired between Emnst

2nd Dies, but it appesrs that they agreed that
if the A.C.L.U. cleaned jts own house of
Communists, the committes would et the
A.C.L.U. slone. If uch an agreement was
reached, it was a betrayal of the principles of
the A.C.L.U. It casts doubt on the bona fides

of those who helped to remove Elizabeth .

Gurley Flynn from the A.CL.U. board a
year later on the ostensible grouad that, in
‘the wake of the Hitler-Stalin pact, she and
other Communists obstructed the AC.L.U.’s

defense of those who did no: follow the
Communist Party line. (In my view, that

would have been very good ground for op- .

posing Flynn's election to the A.C.L.U.
board, but not a basis for overturning the
results of an election.)

If Ernst had met with Dies in 1939 towork

out an agreement for H.S.C.U.A. to observe
the principles of due process in its hear-
ings ‘and, simultansously, to reiterate the
A.C.L.U.’s objection to the mandate of the
committee, he would hrave acted legitimately.

Undcrsuchcnummananalosytothe - ) R
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: 'mccﬁné.with the C.L.A. on the pames-of-

2gents bill might have bsen 2ppropriate. As
it stands, the analogy is standsrous.’

The Nation acknowledges that “the
A.C.L.U. “is no longer the organization it
was diring the 1950s.” It is important to
bear in mind that most of what is known

“about the misdesds of A.C.LU. officials

such a5 Emst was unearthed and publicized
by the A.C.L.U. itself. Many dther organ-
izations did similar things during the 1950s,
but I 2m not aware of any other that exposed
its own wrongdoing. When drawing distinc--
tions between the A.C.L.U. of thepast two
decades and the organization 2s it was pre-,

vxou.sly, this is an essential point to recall.

One final comment:*The Nation suzgests
that “the A.C.L.U. and other organizations
in the business of defending civil liberties™
mest to “thrash out the tactical issues that
threaten to divide us.”” It has-been a few

- years since I was in, a position to spak for

the A.C.LU,, but, were ] now in' such 2
position, I would not see much purpose to
such a mecnns. The reeson is that “‘other -
organizations in the businsss of.defending
civil liberties” have not seen fit to d=vote any
discernible - effort ' to lobbying * Congress -
about the names-of-ageats bill or about any
of the other critical maiters mvolvms thein<

" telligence agenciss that are comixg up. The

oo..m‘buuon of such organizations, as far as -

I ‘am able to tell, has been restricted to

STAT

“Peliam, N.Y.

..

“Hanging Together” oo-recﬂy depicts the
names-of-agents bili as threatening * “fun-
damenta} damage to the Bill of Rights.” It is

for this reason that the Center for Natjonal |

Security Studics, ably led and represented by

Moiton Halperin and Jerry Berman, has for -

well over a year led the fight against it. The
center, which is jointly spousored by the

_Fund for Peace and thre Americzn Civil Lib- -
- erties Union, has been virtually the only

Eberal group a2t work on Capitol Hill on this
_ and other national security issues. OQuiside
suggestions and even criticisms are, there-
fore, 2Rt the more valuable. Your edxtonz.,
though, is of littie help. | .

A _throwaway ., lIine - like “co'u.rovemal

secret mesting with, repraentanva of the

C.I.A.” doesn’t get uttered in jest, or in
The Nerior, without knowledge of how it
will be-rzad. Especially since the A.C.L.U.
meeting in 1939 with- Martin Dies is recalled, -

it wonld have been better if the editorial had -
_- said plainly whatever it is you meant.

- “The editorial goes on ta remark that three

important- questions néed to be "wcﬁ.l.y .

addressed,” and then leaves readers waiting
for answers. One question was whether
liberals should sometimes work for the
“Jesser evil." However “The Nation may

. eventually answer, I can say that the center’s

- advisory board, of which I am chairman,
hes, along with ‘Halperin and Berman, con-

- not apprised of it; that is also why it beeame .

maligning the A-C.L.U. For my part, 1 favor ,..frontul that issue for months, but in a more:

discussing lobbying tactics with those actual- - - helpful formulation: how can we keep the
ly doing something about pemicious Jegisla- ; damage to the Constitution to a minimum
tion, not with those dxspmsmg slander from "-during this present spell of- Congrassional

the snddmes. . -.mania? (n the process, the center’s staff has
i E -'»A’J’Ck Nezer « made .mprecedentedly painstaking efforts to
REPLY "_ -;, 3 eepodxerlx‘beralgroupsmfonned stage by

siagc of its positions and the reesons for
‘Critics of the Amwn le leems thiem. “Therefore, 1 defy you to find 2ny
Umon.s Jree’mg Wl‘h the Centlﬂ In" mdencc to support the cbarge made. by
telligerce Agency regard it as *secretinthe  ‘selective quotation, that the-A.C.L.U. has
sense that represenlatives of otherow . wied to “dsstancc” itself from “Jeast
prewom'ly exchanging idezs ¢ on lxow bat 1o .

oppose the r.cmas-of-agens legisiation were ﬁe Nation will avoid, as well as caution

cortroversial, But as we were cartﬁd to’

;- Andforthe fumre, we can o-dy hope tI'at.

», bad-faith accusetions among lib-

point out in our editorial, *the issue now,:’
however, is not——or should rot be—the per-
jommneg of the A.C.L.U., which ... . has:

. «erals,
* to open and critical discussions among:

even while we remain committed

ourselves. ~ . 7 .,

.with the wrong tactics but from an Ad-

been in the forefront of the fight to protect =~ * © .. %y, Leslte Dunbor
the First Amendment.*” We also pointed out . REPLY R
that *a absoluuprecondmon”foradebate RS

on matlers of tactics and :Mtegy in the Aswemdmzed in our editorizl, the answers
months ahead “is that we keep in sight the to the questions we have raised are not easy
source and the nature of the danger. . . . Jn "ones, and will rzquue Jocused debate and
this climale, there is a compelling need 1o consideration in the ‘weeks and months
recognize that the pre-eminent threat to civil - ahead. Leslie Dunbar’s request that we docu-
liberties today comes not from colleagues. ment charges against the American Civil
Liberties Uniort should be directed to the
ministration and a Congress that are poised., . editor' of Covert Action. Information
¢o do f amental dcmage lo :he Bill of Bulletin, who made thern, rather than to The
Rxgh Nation, which réported them.
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